Abstract. The goal of this article is to analyse the alternation between the genitive and nominative cases in Latvian. As the alternation between genitive and nominative cases is possible in all clauses in which the verb būt 'to be' is used as an independent verb, this article examines existential, locative, and also possessive clauses, while also demonstrating that distinguishing these clause types is problematic for Latvian utilising the criteria given in the linguistic literature. Clauses containing the negative form of būt 'to be', i.e. nebūt, form the foundation of those selected for this study, as only in these sentences the genitive/nominative alternation can be seen for the subject in Latvian.
Introduction
This article is devoted to a corpus analysis of negative existential clauses in Latvian. Existential clauses are interesting in the sense that in addition to describing "bare existence" they are also used to express location and possession. For this reason, there is a continuing discussion in linguistics as to the question of whether three different clause types are to be distinguished or if they all are actually varieties of a single clause type, describing location, possession, and the like (for further discussion on this topic, see Kalėdaitė 2002 Kalėdaitė , 2012 . There are languages where each subtype has its own unique construction or uses verbs with a different lexical meaning for each type of clause; the definiteness/indefiniteness and other referential properties of the subject are also important in this regard (e.g. Creissels 2014; Myler 2014) . However, there are also languages in which there is an absence of unique features allowing one to distinguish existential clauses from locative and possessive clauses (see Creissels op. cit. ; Myler op. cit.) . Therefore, it is important to examine Latvian to determine whether there are any formal criteria which would allow for foregrounding the "existence" meaning for location, possession, and other ways of being.
Section 2 of this article is devoted to a general description of existential as well as locative and possessive clauses and their distinctive features. Section 3 examines case choice for subject and subject negation in Latvian in relation to existential, locative, and possessive clauses. Section 4 is an empirical analysis of corpus data in Latvian. The conclusion discusses both general observations regarding the analysis of Latvian existential, locative, and possessive clauses and the choice of the subject case form.
The Latvian examples discussed in Sections 2 and 3 have been taken from Līdzsvarotais mūsdienu latviešu valodas korpuss 2018 [The Balanced Corpus of Modern Latvian 2018] (http://www.korpuss.lv/id/LVK2018). While this study was being designed (2016) (2017) , data from another annotated balanced sub-corpus miljons2.0m was accessible through the Balanced Corpus of Modern Latvian, and as a result, data from miljons2.0m was used in Section 4 of this study. Since 2018, all earlier subcorpora have been combined in the newest version of the Balanced Corpus of Modern Latvian 2018 and are no longer differentiated. When necessary the sample sentences have been shortened (indicated by <…>). All examples are marked with (C).
Existential clauses
Existential clauses constitute a separate clause type the main communicative aim of which is to state the existence of something (Kalėdaitė 2002 (Kalėdaitė , 2012 Holvoet 2005; Partee & Borschev 2007; Paducheva 2008) . The new information presented in an existential clause is a referent in a location. A key function of the existential clause is expressing an existential presupposition. The predicate of existential clauses is the lexical verb būt 'to be' in Latvian: The scope of the existence may be diverse, starting from the whole world down to the inner or outer microcosm of a single person (Kalėdaitė 2002) . Existence can be expressed using locative, temporal, experiential, or benefactive complements (Bondarko 1996; Kalėdaitė 2002; Leonetti 2008; Bentley 2015) . Therefore, existential clauses are semantically and structurally close to locative ones as well as to possessive ones (for further discussion on this topic, see Metuzāle-Kangere & Boiko 2001; Kalėdaitė 2002 Kalėdaitė , 2012 . One of the elements uniting existential, locative, and possessive constructions in Latvian is the verb būt 'to be', examples (2)- (4) As is usually stated in Latvian grammars (e.g. Nītiņa & Grigorjevs 2013, 725-726) , the verb būt has three lexical meanings: existential, locational, and possessive. However, as we will see later on (Sections 3 and 4), there are many cases where the distinction of the three meanings and, respectively, the three types of constructions are not clear-cut in Latvian (Lagzdiņa 1997; Metuzāle-Kangere & Boiko 2000; Nītiņa & Grigorjevs 2013, 725-726.) . Typologically, Latvian belongs to the group of languages without an easily distinguishable formal construction for each of these meanings (e.g. Creissels 2014; see Myler 2014 about this typology).
The parallelism of the three clause types -the locative, existential, and possessive clauses -has been commented upon by many authors. One of the first researchers to identify these different clause types in English was Lyons (1968, 390) Since the time Lyons wrote these words, the parallels between existential, locative, and possessive clauses have been studied exhaustively (to mention just a few, see Partee & Borschev 2007; Paducheva 2008; Creissels 2014; Bentley 2015; as well as Lagzdiņa 1997; Kalėdaitė 2002; Holvoet 2005 about Baltic languages). Special attention has been paid to existential and locative clauses, because languages lacking a special existential construction put the same elements in a different order. To put it in other words, "in languages devoid of a dedicated existential predication, rough equivalents of existential predication can be obtained by means of manipulations of the information structure of locational sentences" (Creissels 2014, 10) .
The prototypical differences between existential and locative clauses described in linguistic literature (Lyons 1967; Kalėdaitė 2002; Partee & Borschev 2007; Metslang 2012; Creissels 2014 ) may be summed up as follows (Table 1) :
Existential clauses Locative clauses Semantic differences
The fact of the existence or non-existence of an entity in a location is asserted.
(5) Pagalmā ir suns. yard.loc.sg be.prs.3 dog.nom.sg 'There is a dog in the yard.'
The existence of the subject referent is presupposed.
(6) Suns ir pagalmā. dog.nom.sg be.prs.3 yard.loc.sg 'The dog is in the yard.' Word order and information structure The locative adverbial is in the beginning of the clause and it is the Theme (Topic) of the clause ( example (5)).
Adverbial -predicate -subject.
The adverbial is post-verbal and is the Rheme (Focus) of the clause ( example (6)).
Subject -predicate -adverbial.

Definiteness and referentiality of the subject
The subject is usually indefinite. The subjects of negative existential clauses are often nonreferential. In canonical examples (as in (5) and (6), (11) and (12)), the above-mentioned properties, namely the definiteness and referentiality of the subject, a genitive or nominative subject in negated clauses, and word order, are realised together as a cluster; however, there are many cases where the properties of both clause types combine.
A different kind of parallelism exists between locative and possessive constructions. While in Latvian, the possessive constructions are said to contain the possessor noun phrase in the dative (13), quite often a similar meaning is expressed by the locative (14). Both case forms may combine the semantic roles of the experiencer, possessor, and even location. 
Negation in existential clauses
Since all the three features allegedly differentiating locative and existential clauses, namely, definiteness/referentiality, the case form of the subject, and word order, are realised together only in negated clauses in Latvian, and the following section focuses on these. It should be noted, however, that the factors determining the use of the genitive of negation and its alternation with the nominative are still understudied in Latvian linguistics. A short account of the variation of the genitive and the nominative with negated existential būt 'to be' is presented by Berg-Olsen (2005, 123-124, 186-187) and Kalnača (2002 Kalnača ( , 2007 . Statistical analysis of subject case marking has been carried out, however, the we do not analyse any possible factors triggering the choice of the subject case form. A detailed analysis of different constructions with negated existential būt 'to be' is provided by Lagzdiņa (1997) , but the possible semantic and syntactic factors affecting the choice between nominative and genitive subjects are not analysed in any systematic way. This is the reason these factors are at the focus of this study.
For example, in the first half of 20th century, in Latvian the subject genitive of indefinite quantity and unspecified number was used in affirmative clauses as well (examples from Endzelīns & Mīlenbahs 1939, 130 In the present day, Standard Latvian has abandoned use of the genitive as a marker of indefiniteness and it is only still regularly used with the verb nebūt 'not to be ' (Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wälchli 2001; Holvoet 2011, 18; Leinonen 2016) .
Although genitive subject-marking in negation is often considered to be a distinctive feature of Latvian (and Baltic) existential clauses (Holvoet & Grzybowska 2014 
' (C)
The English translations suggest that (17) is existential, whereas (18) is locative. These two negated clauses have the same subject case, word order, and information structure.
The only difference between the two is found in the referentiality of the subject.
It should also be mentioned that in examples (17) and (18) 'There are no fish in this river.' (C)
On the other hand, the subject of the existential negated clauses may be referential and definite as well, especially if the subject has ceased to exist (Lagzdiņa 1997, 177) : In Latvian prescriptive grammar, it has been stated that the genitive subject must be used with the verb nebūt "as a strict norm of the standard language" without more closely examining the conditions for this use (Ahero et al. 1959, 395; Nītiņa & Grigorjevs 2013, 349) . However, actual language use exhibits different tendencies (Berg-Olsen 2005; Kalnača 2002 Kalnača , 2007 Kalnača , 2014 Leinonen 2016) . For example, in the negated locative clauses we would expect a nominative subject; however, these clauses may follow the existential model with a genitive subject: In example (22) we see the word order which is typical of locative clauses (the adverbial at the end of the clause) and a definite referential subject, which makes us consider the clause to be locative rather than existential.
On the other hand, nominative subjects are often used in negated existential clauses:
(23) <…> mājās nav internets. home.loc.pl not_be.prs.3 internet.nom.sg 'There is no internet at home.' (C)
The structural similarity of the existential negated and locative negated clauses often influences the choice of the case form of the subject as well as the semantic interpretation of the actual clauses (Lagzdiņa 1997, 178) .
The same parallelism of genitive and nominative subjects is observed in possessive clauses (Nītiņa & Grigorjevs 2013, 728; Leinonen 2016) , (24) and (25) 
Corpus data analysis
Now we will proceed to the description of the empirical part of our study. In order to discover the main factors triggering the use of the genitive of negation in Latvian in 2016-2017, we extracted all the examples with the negated lexical verb būt 'to be' i.e. nebūt, from the morphologically marked subcorpus miljons2.0m (containing approximately 3.5 million tokens) of The Balanced Corpus of Modern Latvian. The queries were made to look for sentences with foregrounded existential meaning of the negated verb būt 'to be'. However, manual filtering was necessary to remove the sentences in which negated būt 'to be' was in the function of copula. After filtering we had 882 examples with genitive subjects and 97 examples with nominative subjects, altogether 979 examples. This subcorpus mostly included edited texts; other studies (Lagzdiņa 1997; Nītiņa & Grigorjevs 2013) are in line with the finding that genitive subjects are more widely used with the lexical verb nebūt 'not to be' than nominative subjects, at least in written texts.
We tagged all the examples for the following features: a) number of the subject (singular/plural), b) animacy/inanimacy of the subject, c) definiteness/indefiniteness of the subject, d) expression of the subject (noun phrase/bare noun/demonstrative/personal pronoun/ negative indefinite pronoun), e) pre-verbal/post-verbal subject, f) word-order parameters of three components (subject -predicate -adverbial for clauses containing adverbial of place and subject -predicate -possessor for clauses containing the name of possessor).
Only 250 (or 28.34%) out of 882 examples with genitive subjects and 38 (or 39.17%) out of 97 examples with nominative subjects contained adverbials of place. This might suggest that in Latvian there is a tendency to use the genitive subjects in negated existential clauses and the nominative subjects in negated locative clauses (as suggested by several grammarians, e.g. Lagzdiņa 1997; Partee & Borschev 2007; Leinonen 2016) . However, the material is not extensive enough and the difference is not essential enough to draw such a conclusion. This is evidenced also by the fact that approximately 60% of the negative nominative subject clauses do not contain the adverbial of place -hence the nominative is quite common in the existential clauses as well.
For clauses containing a dative of possession we also tagged word-order parameters of the three components subject -predicate -possessor. We found that 324 (or 36.73%) out of 882 examples with genitive subjects and 33 (or 34.02%) out of 97 examples with nominative subjects contained the dative of possession. These figures suggest that the negative possessive construction as such does not favour the use of either genitive or nominative subjects.
Then we looked for the absolute numbers in all positions, as well as interconnection of the marked features.
Our data in Figure 1 and Table 2 show that the choice of the case form in negated existential clauses does not depend on the animacy/inanimacy of the subject. Table 2 . The subject's animacy and case usage (absolute numbers)
The choice of the case form in negated existential clauses also does not depend on the subject's number, as illustrated in Figure 2 and Table 3 . Table 3 . The subject's number and case usage (absolute numbers)
On the contrary, the feature of definiteness seems to be related, at least to some extent, to the choice of the subject's case form (see Figure 3 for relative numbers and Table 4 for absolute numbers). Table 4 . The subject's definiteness and case usage (absolute numbers)
It should be pointed out that definiteness in Latvian is expressed only by a noun phrase containing a definite or indefinite pronoun or an adjective in the definite or indefinite form. Bare nouns (except proper nouns, which are definite) are not marked for definiteness; therefore, this feature was tested with the possibility to add a respective pronoun or adjective in the given context, e.g. in (26) The fact that there is a higher proportion of indefinites among the genitive subjects than among the nominative subjects might suggest that there is a connection between the case form of the subject and its level of definiteness.
As far as phrase weight is concerned, no convincing data about the influence of this feature on the choice of the subject's case form can be found (see Figure 4 and Table 5 . The subject's case and phrase weight (absolute numbers)
The same can be said about the pre-verbal vs. post-verbal position of the subject (see Figure 5 and Table 6 ) -also in this instance, the data do not identify the factors determining the choice of the subject's case in Latvian.
In addition to the isolated features illustrated in this section, their connections are also worth considering. The next section provides discussion of some possibly interrelated features and their impact on the choice of subject's case. Post-verbal 503 57
Total 882 97 Table 6 . The subject's position and case usage (absolute numbers)
Definiteness and word order
The above-mentioned differences between the existential and locative clauses suggest that there should be a connection between the definiteness of the subject and the word order, i.e., while there should be indefinite post-verbal subjects in existential clauses, there should instead be definite pre-verbal subjects in locative clauses (on the same tendency in Romance see Leonetti 2008; Bentley 2015) .
As shown in Figure 5 , there are more post-verbal than pre-verbal subjects in our data, and this is true for both genitives and nominatives, the difference in proportion being approximately the same.
However, the definite genitive subjects tend to be pre-verbal, whereas the indefinite genitive subjects tend to be post-verbal. Table 7 . Genitive subject position and definiteness (absolute numbers)
This means that in the negated clauses with genitive subjects there is a correlation between the definiteness and the word order, and this correlation manifests itself exactly as would be expected. However, such a correlation does not seem to exist for nominative subjects, as shown in Figure 7 and Table 8 . Table 8 . Nominative subject position and definiteness (absolute numbers) Therefore, our data show that for nominative subjects, no correlation exists between the definiteness of the subject and word order. This fact is one of the arguments for asserting that locative clauses and nominative clauses cannot be clearly differentiated in Latvian.
Existential vs. locative clauses
We found all the six possible types of word order in the clauses containing adverbials of place. Due to the relatively small number of examples (250 with genitive subjects and 38 with nominative subjects) these are only preliminary results. Table 9 . The subject's case and word order (absolute numbers)
There is a higher proportion of nominative subjects in the clauses with the word order subject -predicate -adverbial, which is the canonical word order for locative clauses. However, the word order adverbial -predicate -subject, which is considered to be the canonical word order for existentials, is almost equally typical for both nominative and genitive subjects. This demonstrates that the case of the subject cannot be used as a criterion for differentiating existential clauses from locative clauses in Latvian.
As for the high proportion of the word order adverbial -subject -predicate for genitive subjects, more than one half of these (28 out of 53) are negative indefinites or noun phrases containing the negative indefinites (Table 9 ). Their pre-verbal position is not surprising, because the pronoun (if not stressed) is never positioned at the end of the clause. Interestingly, however, nearly all the genitive personal pronouns appear in initial position, mostly in subject -adverbial -predicate type (16 out of 21), a few in subjectpredicate -adverbial type (3 out of 21), probably due to their definiteness (Table 9) .
Thus, nearly all the pronouns in subject position are pre-verbal, however, the position in relation to the adverbial modifier of place is different for different groups of pronouns. It might be related to definiteness, because during the course of this research an additional interesting feature was noticed: in subject -predicate -adverbial (27)- (28) word order type we find almost exclusively definite subjects, whereas in subject -adverbialpredicate (29)-(32) word order type the proportion of definite and indefinite subjects is equal, and this is true for both nominatives and genitives: In order to resolve this puzzle more material should be gathered and investigated in detail. In clauses containing an adverbial, only small differences in frequency were observed in the word order types depending on the case of the subject. These differences suggest a small tendency for using nominative subjects in clauses with word order characteristic of locative clauses. However, this demonstrates that the parameter of word order cannot be used for differentiating existential clauses from locative clauses in Latvian.
Possessive clauses
The next step is to determine any possible correlations between word order and the case of the subject in possessive clauses. There are considerably more possessive clauses with a genitive than a nominative in our data (see Table 10 ).
As can be seen in Figure 9 , all six possible word order types are found in possessive constructions with a genitive subject. In clauses with a nominative subject, some of the less common word order types are not found in our data at all; however, the data analysis allows us to propose the hypothesis that there exists no correlation between word order and the case of the subject in possessive clauses. The most frequent word order type in both constructions is clearly possessor -predicate -subject. Therefore, our data allow us to conclude that the main identifying feature of possessive clauses in Latvian is the dative of possession and that the use of a genitive or nominative as a subject does not correlate with word order. Therefore, word order cannot be used to differentiate among semantic clause types. Table 10 . The subject's case and word order in possessive clauses (absolute numbers)
Conclusion
Latvian does not possess a unique structural existential clause type. Instead it is a semantic type, which exists alongside possessive and locative clauses. A single clause can combine two or even all three of these meanings. Therefore, there is no strict boundary between existential, locative, and possessive clauses in Latvian. Marginal uses share characteristic features of different canonical cases of clause types (for similar conclusions see Partee & Borschev 2007; Metslang 2013; Bentley 2015; Leinonen 2016 ).
There are no crucial semantic differences between negated clauses with a nominative subject and negated clauses with a genitive subject (Lagzdiņa 1997, 169) . Thus, the prescription to use only genitive in clauses with nebūt 'not to be' should not be so strict.
All possible word order types have been observed in negated clauses with the verb nebūt 'not to be', which indicates that word order is not clearly linked with any structural or Word order types (%)
GeniƟve NominaƟve semantic clause type, but instead can vary in response to the demands of the information structure and context. In sentences with the verb nebūt, which also contain an adverbial or the name of the possessor in the dative, the most common word order types are adverbial -predicate -subject and possessor -predicate -subject.
Considering the corpus data according to the three main features -the case form, the definiteness/referentiality of the subject, and word order in negated clauses -we may conclude that in Latvian, in clauses with the verb nebūt 'not to be', there is a correlation between definiteness and the case form of the subject, definiteness and the word order, though it manifests itself only as a tendency, not as a strict rule. The three abovementioned aspects (the case of the subject, definiteness/referentiality, and the word order) are related, namely, the definite genitive subjects tend to be pre-verbal, whereas the indefinite genitive subjects tend to be post-verbal. However, with respect to nominative subjects, no relationship was found between definiteness and word order.
We can propose the hypothesis that other lexical and contextual factors might be involved in the choice of the subject case form as well, but that remains the focus for a future study. 
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